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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Visual perception is a complex process of recogni-
tion and integration. Nearly all recognition is transmitted 
by eye and ear. Of the two sensory factors mentioned, vision 
performs the greater function (Frostig and Horne, 1964). 
A child learns through his visual perceptual exper-
iences what the objects are that he encounters in his envir-
onment. Once he starts school, accurate visual perception 
abilities allow him to acquire various skills which will 
enable him to undertake work which involves accurate recog-
nition and reproduction of visual symbols (Frostig and Horne, 
1964). The success of a child's ability to master visual 
tasks depends upon his level of visual perception develop-
ment and proficiency. The acquisition of these skills is 
of paramount importance in learning to read. 
The importance of perceptual factors in the reading 
readiness process was brought out by Smith and Dechant (1961) 
when they wrote, "Reading is the perception of graphic sym-
bols. It is the process of relating graphic symbols to the 
reader's fund of experience." 
Koppitz, Sullivan, Blith, and Shelton (1959) have 
verified that first grade achievement is closely related 
to visual motor coordination and perception. Others such 
as Smith and Keogh (1962) have found perceptual processes 
to be significantly related to reading readiness. 
Kindergarten and primary age children very often do 
not possess the necessary developmental skills required of 
them in order to adequately perceive, integrate, and then 
replicate abstract forms such as letters of' the alphabet. 
They often do not realize which of the details are of sig-
nificance and which are not in helping them to remember the 
essential form. Many children appear to recognize letters 
as wholes but are unable to distinguish one letter from 
another in the context of' a word. Many beginners cannot 
orient a shape in space. The importance of shape in inter-
preting reading symbols was emphasized by Vernon: 
••• the tendency is for a child to recognize words 
partly by means of their general outline and length, 
and partly by means of characteristic letters, such 
as the first and last letters, or letters of pecul-
iar shape such as a 'g' and 'Y'• In this way, he 
learns to recognize a few whole words at a glance 
• (Vernon, 19:59). 
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The perceptual abilities necessary for reading appear 
to develop rapidly in most children at ages five and six 
(Goins, 19:59). Vernon (19:57) found that by the time most 
children enter school they can perceive the simple forms 
without any difficulty. 
Marianne Frostig's work supports the findings of 
Gesell, Goins, and Vernon. She adds: 
••• There is a medium high correlation between 
visual perceptual ability and reading achievement at 
J 
the first grade level in the public school setting. 
However, this correlation diminishes at higher grade 
levels, because some children either have a late 
spurt in perceptual growth or learn to master visual 
perceptual tasks by means of cognitive abilities, the 
development of which usually reaches a peak at about 
7 1/2 years of age (Frostig and Horne, 1964). 
Bryan (1964) used the Frostig test in his study and 
concluded that: 
Results indicated that visual perception correlates 
more highly with reading readiness in kindergarten 
than does intelligence. In the . first grade, visual 
perception appears to correlate more closely with 
reading success than do intelligence and readiness. 
In the second grade, visual perception correlates 
more highly with reading comprehension, and intel-
ligence with reading vocabulary. In the third grade, 
intelligence appears to be a better predictor of 
reading success for both reading vocabulary and 
reac1ing comprehension. 
The literature is specific. Visual perception must 
be adequately developed before a child is ready to read. 
Furthermore, the age range five to six, the early school 
years, appear most critical in reading development. It 
seems obvious that teachers and school administrators should 
be concerned about identifying children with visual percep-
tion problems. The reasons for this concern are best sum-
merized by Kephart (1960) and Lowder (1956) who stated that 
visual perception skills can be improved once they are de-
tected. 
Teachers are concerned about identifying children 
with perceptual problems, and have been for years. Many 
tests have appeared on the market purportedly measuring read-
ing readiness. Two widely used tests are the Metropolitan 
Readiness Tests (Hildreth, Griffiths, and McGauvran, 1965) 
and the Frostig Developmental Test of Visual Perception 
(Frostig, Lefever, and Whittlesey, 1961). Both of these 
instruments are used in the Ellensburg Schools, Ellensburg, 
Washington, for purposes appropriate to the titles of each 
test. The Metropolitan is administered to the entire kin-
dergarten population in the spring of each year. The Fros-
tig is sed separately by the reading specialist and school 
psychologist on an individual referral basis. 
The Metropolitan Readiness Tests have been sh0wn to 
be sensitive to perceptual moter develepment, and actual 
achievement (Mitchell, 1962). Mitchell found correlations 
between the total readiness score and four subtests of the 
Metropolitan Achievement Tests to range from .51 to .6J. 
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Cerah and Powell (1963) factor analyzed the Frostig 
test. They concluded that two general factors might account 
fer most ef the variance, intelligence, and develepmental 
changes in perception. They indicated the Frostig Perceptual 
Quotient to be a useful measure of perceptual development. 
Frostig and Horne (1964) found that no child with a visual · 
perceptual quotient below 90 on the Frostig test had begun 
to read. They also found correlations of .40 and .50 be-
tween the Frostig test and reading scores. 
In Summary, the research suggests that beth the 
Metropolitan and Frostig instruments reflect Ilg and Ames 
(1965) cenclusions that reading readiness tests should 
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bring to bear visual and motor perceptual tasks. 
A practical problem which limits the usefulness of 
the Metropolitan to Ellensburg teachers is the time required 
for administration and scoring. The Metropolitan requires 
approximately 60 minutes to administer; scoring takes con-
siderable additional time, depending on the speed of the 
scorer (Sprague, 1963). 
The principals of the three Ellensburg Elementary 
Schools stated that far too often test results remain un-
used as there is not enough time left in the year to plan 
and initiate special curriculum for those children with vis-
ual perception problems. They expressed a need for ways of 
identifying children with perceptual problems at the begin-
ning of kindergarten, then re-test at the end of the year 
following a period of perceptual training. They felt teach-
ers need to be able to administer, score, interpret, and use 
test results in making educational plans for individual 
children. Since time is a prime concern of the teacher, the 
method of assessment must be brief, without sacrificing too 
much diagnostic accuracy or predictive efficiency. 
The Rutgers Drawing Test appeared to be an instrument 
which might meet the needs of the teachers. 
The Rutgers requires that the child duplicate sixteen 
geometric figures. The figures are of increasing difficulty 
and reflect the work of Gesell (1930) who placed drawing in 
the motor development area. He found that not before twelve 
6 
months do many children do any drawing other than random 
movement. Around the start of a child's second year, Gesell 
found the child exhibiting enough spontaneous scribbling to 
suggest that drawing begins at this age. At age two, most 
children can make a distinction between a line and a scribble. 
He found that horizontal lines are more difficult to copy 
than vertical lines. Gesell found that at age three a child 
could distinguish between vertical and horizontal lines, and 
could copy a circle when shown one. At age four the child 
could begin to copy various cross designs. Finally, at age 
five, the average child could copy accurately a square and 
triangle, but not the diamond. Hildreth (1941) found that 
a child's most rapid growth in drawing occurs within the 
first three drawing years, two through four. 
Limited research with the Rutgers (Williams, 1967; 
Leton, 1963) has suggested an apparent overlap between the 
Rutgers Test and the Metropolitan Readiness Tests. Williams' 
work showed that the Rutgers Test was highly correlated with 
reading achievement in the sample of children he studied. 
Williams found the Rutgers Drawing Test to correlate .Bo 
with reading achievement as measured by the Primary Reading 
Profiles. He found the Rutgers to be equally able to predict 
reading achievement as the numerical subtest of the Metro-
politan Readiness Tests. Leton (1963) submitted scores on 
the Metropolitan Readiness Tests and the Rutgers Drawing 
Test to factor analysis. Two factors, Verbal Comprehension 
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and Visual-Motor Capacity were identified. 
The Rutgers can be administered to a classroom of 
children in approximately ten to fifteen minutes. An ad-
ditional two to five minutes per copy is required to score. 
The Rutgers' assets of economy of time, ease of administra-
tion and scoring, suggest its adaptability for use in the 
classroom by the teacher. Two levels of the Rutgers, age 
range 4-6 (Form A) and 6-9 (Form B), offer an opportunity 
for a child's perceptual growth to be followed through the 
primary years. This becomes increasingly important as the 
Ellensburg schools have expanded their curriculum to include 
perceptual motor training. 
Limitations were noted in the use of the Rutgers or 
in its substitution for the Metropolitan Readiness Tests. 
Very few studies concerning the Rutgers have been undertaken 
or officially reported. Williams' work, while promising, 
utilized a sample of 32 school children. Furthermore, there 
is a lack of comparative studies between the Rutgers and 
other well established instruments which purportedly measure 
visual perception. The limited research suggested a need 
for further study using a reasonably large sample of school 
children. In this instance the entire population of kinder-
garten children in the Ellensburg Public Schools was used. 
Statement of the Problem 
The study was divided into two parts. Part one was 
concerned with establishing the relationships among the 
Rutgers Drawing Test, the Metropolitan Readiness Test and 
the Frostig Test of Visual Perception. Answers were sought 
to the following questions: 1) How do the tests correlate 
with one another? 2) What are the shared variances among 
the tests? 
Part two of the study related first grade reading 
achievement as measured by the Primary Reading Profiles 
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(level one) with the Rutgers and Metropolitan scores. Spe-
cifically: 1) Does the study support the work of Williams, 
who found a correlation of .80 between the Rutgers and the 
Primary Reading Profiles? 2) Is the Rutgers able to pre-
dict reading achievement as effectively as the numerical 
sub-test of the Metropolitan Readiness Test? (Williams, 1967). 
One question was raised as an addendum item. Child 
development specialists have found that at the age range 
five-six years, girls are approximately one year ahead of 
boys in skeletal development (Jenkins, Shacter, Bauer, 1966). 
No known work with the Rutgers had been concerned with pos-
sible sex differences. It was hypothesized that noted dif-
ferences in skeletal development might be reflected by the 
perception-motor requirements of the Rutgers test. Since the 
study was devoted to a specific population, the Metropolitan 
results were treated for possible sex differences. 
Limitations of the Study 
The present study was not developed within a frame-
work of perceptual theory. It was a study of the relation-
9 
ships among three tests which purport to measure perceptual-
motor development. Frostig refers to her test as a develop-
mental test of visual-perception, but motor response is clear-
ly a part of the test. Starr refers to the Rutgers as a 
perception-motor test. It does involve both visual and 
motor performances. Various researchers refer to the Metro-
politan Readiness Tests as being sensitive to perceptual-
motor development, and while it calls largely for visual re-
sponse, it also demands some motor activity. Simply restated, 
this study did not address itself to any theoretical point 
of view, but accepted the definitions used by the authors of 
the tests and merely sought to establish the relationships 
among these tests. 
It had been originally planned to administer the 
Frostig, the Metropolitan and the Rutgers to the entire 
kindergarten population of the Ellensburg schools. The orig-
inal plans for the study had also proposed that a fourth in-
strument be included--a teacher evaluation of individual de-
velopment. The original plans were realized for the Metro-
politan and the Rutgers test, but not for the Frostig or the 
teacher evaluation instrument. As the school year drew to 
a close, teachers were unable to invest their time in the 
teacher evaluation instrument and were unable to grant the 
additional time needed to administer the Frostig to the entire 
population. A sample of pupils was administered the Frostig, 
and the results were included in part one of the study. The 
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relationship between the Frostig results and first grade 
achievement was not established for part two of the study, as 
the original sample of 32 was reduced to 12 through families 
leaving the community. Thus, predictive statements were only 
established for the Rutgers and the Metropolitan Readiness 
Tests. 
CHAPTER II 
METHOD 
Subjects 
The kindergarten population of the Ellensburg Public 
Schools, school year 1967-1968 was used for the first part 
of the study. Two hundred and fifty two children were ad-
ministered the Metropolitan and the Rutgers. The Frostig 
was administered to a sample of 32 pupils. Sample use was 
necessitated by limitations of time. The limitation was im-
posed after the study was under way. 
An examination of father occupations was made for the 
kindergarten population in order to estimate whether the 
sample of 32 pupils was representative of the Ellensburg 
population used in this study. The latter was necessary as 
the 32 pupils administered the Frostig could not be selected 
at random. 
The children ranged in age from 61 months to 87 months. 
The mean age for the subjects was 72.2 months at the time of 
testing. A frequency distribution of the ages of the kinder-
garten children is shown in Appendix A. At the time of test-
ing, all subjects had been in kindergarten for approximately 
eight months. 
Research Instruments 
The Rutgers Drawing Test: Form A 
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The Rutgers Drawing Test (RDT; Starr, 1952, 1965) pre-
sents a task of visual-motor functioning typically used in 
clinical practice as a screening device for assessing possible 
neurological disturbances (Yudin, 1967). It is valuable as a 
projective instrument in that with experience a clinician can 
obtain much diagnostic value from both scorable and non-
scorable responses. Such things as a child's approach to a 
situation, reaction to success and failure, and planning and 
organizing abilities can all be observed. 
The test itself had a long period in which it was 
little used. The research is minimal. It was first reported 
in 1931, based on "tentative norms" for 100 pre-school child-
ren copying simple geometric figures. Stevens (1937) report-
ed a study using 555 children ages 4.0 to 6.9 years of age, 
copying a series of fourteen figures. Since that time sev-
eral studies have been carried out at the Rutgers Clinic with 
some 3,000 protocols. Several smaller studies have been re-
ported. Three published studies and an unpublished masters 
thesis were the only studies found in support of the present 
study. The results of these limited efforts indicated the 
Rutgers was significantly correlated with reading achievement 
and perceptual development (Williams, 1967; Leton, 1967). 
The test consists of fourteen geometric designs (Appen-
dix B) which the child is asked to copy. There is no time 
lJ 
limit for the test. It usually requires about five minutes 
for completion. Two forms are available; Form A is for child-
ren ages four to six and Form Bis for those ages six to nine. 
One copy of each design is required. Instructions for the 
test are as follows: 
Pointing to the horizontal line in the upper left 
hand corner of the page, the examiner asks the child 
•to make one just like this. Make it right here.' 
Then 'Make one like this one standing up. Draw it 
here. Now, make one like this (pointing to the cross) 
right here. Now, draw a picture of each one' (Starr, 
1965). 
The test gives two scores. The total raw score is 
determined by adding the number of points received on each 
design based on examples given in the manual. Entering a 
table of norms with the total raw score, the examiner deter-
mines an equivalent drawing age for the child. The test is 
easily administered as a group or individual test. 
Marianne Frostig Developmental Test of Visual Perception 
The Frostig Test is primarily a test used to detect 
children whose perceptual abilities are retarded in compari-
son to the norm. The test seeks to measure five operation-
ally defined perceptual skills: (1) Eye-motor coordination, 
(2) Figure-ground, (J) Constancy of Shape, (4) Position in 
Space, and (5) Spatial relationships. These skills are all 
discussed in the Frostig manual, (Frostig, Lefever, and 
Whittlesey, 1961). Standardization norms of the 196J revi-
sion are based on 2,100 nursery school and public school 
children between the ages of J.O and 9.0 years. The test is 
currently being translated into several different languages 
for use abroad. 
The author describes the test and its purpose in the 
following statement: 
14 
In the test, the child is required to attempt care-
fully graded tasks in five areas of visual perception. 
These five areas were chosen because defects in these 
abilities were observed in clinical work with child-
ren with learning difficulties: (1) Eye-hand coor-
dination. The child's task here is to draw straight 
and curved lines between increasingly narrow boundar-
ies. (2) Figure-ground perception. Here the child 
is asked to discriminate between intersecting figures. 
(J) Perception of form constancy. Here the task is 
to detect squares and circles among other shapes on 
the page. (4) Perception of position in space, test-
ed by requiring the child to detect a reversed or 
rotated figure in a sequence. (5) Perception of spa-
tial relationships. The task is to copy patterns by 
linking dots, (Frostig, Lefever, and Whittlesey, 1964). 
The test requires no special props other than pencils 
and the test booklet. It can be administered individually 
in about 45 minutes or less and in a group in less than an 
hour. Scoring is objective and takes about 10 minutes. Both 
scoring and administration are described in the test manual. 
All raw scores for each subtest are converted into a percep-
tual age equivalent (the age at which an average child a-
chieves this score). A perceptual quotient (P.Q.) can then 
be derived. 
At present, the test is intended to assess various 
perceptual skill difficulties and the level of perceptual 
maturation from which the child is presently operating. A 
detailed description and discussion of the Frostig Test can 
be found in Perceptual and Motor Skills (Frostig, Lefever, 
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and Whittlesey, 1961; Frostig and Horne, 1964). 
An additional benefit of the Frostig Test is that 
there is available, a program designed by Frostig that can 
serve as a perceptual curriculum or curriculum guide, (Frostig 
and Horne, 1964). 
Metropolitan Readiness Tests: Form A 
The Metropolitan Readiness Tests (MRT) continue to be 
among the most widely used of the readiness tests (Anderson, 
1949). Osborn (1940) stated that the Metropolitan Readiness 
Tests have been widely and successfully used as an objective 
means of identifying the children who are not yet mature 
enough to profit from ordinary first grade instruction. 
Form A, (Hildreth, Griffiths, and McGauvran, 1965) 
the presently used edition of the MRT is a revision of the 
1949 edition which was comprised of two alternate Forms--
Rands. The present revision provides an up-to-date (1964) 
content. Form A provides norms more accurately descriptive 
of current attainments of beginning first grade children. 
Form A includes certain abilities and skills which are not 
adequately covered in previous forms. 
According to the authors: 
The tests themselves are intended to assess the ex-
tent to which pupils at the beginning of the first 
grade have achieved a sufficient degree of maturity 
or skill in those characteristics that are important 
for success in first-grade work, (Hildreth, Griffiths, 
and McGauvran, 1965). 
The tests measure Word Meaning, Listening (the ability 
to comprehend phrases and sentences), Matching (a test of 
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visual perception involving the recognition of similarities). 
Alphabet (the ability to recognize lower-case letters of the 
alphabet), Numbers (a test of number knowledge), Copying (a 
test measuring a combination of visual perception and motor 
control), and an optional Draw-a-Man test which provides an 
index of general intellectual maturity. 
All directions for administering and scoring the test 
are included in the manual of instructions. Test time is 
approximately 60 minutes for small group administrations. 
Williams (1967, p.32) found the MRT to be a success-
ful predictor of reading achievement. His correlation of 
.63 between the Number subtest and achievement scores sup-
ports the findings of Abbot (1963), Petrone (196J), and the 
statements of Hildreth, Griffiths, and McGauvran (1965). 
The Primary Reading Profiles: Level 1 
The Primary Reading Profiles (Stroud, Hieronymous, 
and McKee, 1953, 1957, 1967) appear to be among the best of 
those tests developed to measure reading achievement at the 
primary level (Vickery, 1959, p. 665). Word recognition, 
word attack, and reading comprehension are tapped by the test. 
Scores are available for each of the three sub-tests, but 
achievement is defined by the authors as a total score. It 
was so used by this study. 
Procedures 
The Rutgers Drawing Test was administered by the 
Reading Specialist. The Rutgers was given after the MRT. 
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Instructions were given as directed in the Rutgers Test Man-
ual. All of the Rutgers protocols were then collected by 
the investigator a.nd scored. As before, Hebeler subjects 
were not tested by the Reading Specialist. The investigator 
administered the Rutgers to 32 Hebeler children. 
The Frostig Developmenta .1 Test of Visual Perception 
was administered by the investigator and a proctor. Admin-
istrations were given in groups of eight to ten children as 
recommended in the manual. Instructions were given as dir-
ected in the manual. Test time was approximately 60 minutes 
with short rest periods included. The investigator scored 
all the tests. 
The Metropolitan Readiness Tests were administered 
by the Ellensburg Elementary Schools' Reading Specialist 
with the exception of the J2 subjects at Hebeler Elementary 
School. The MRT was administered Hebeler children by their 
teacher. All of the subjects were tested with all instru-
ments within a three week period in May 1968. The MRT were 
scored by the kindergarten teachers. Raw scores for each 
of six subtests and the total test score were obtained from 
the teachers' record files. 
The Primary Reading Profiles (Level 1) was administer-
ed approximately one year after the administrations of the 
Metropolitan, Frostig, and Rutgers tests to the entire first 
grade of the Ellensburg Schools (May, 1969). Of the original 
kindergarten population of 252, 167 pupils completed the 
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first grade in Ellensburg. The kindergarten pupils at Heb-
eler who had been administered the Frostig were not tested 
at the end ef the first grade as only 12 ef the original 32 
children remained. 
The administration and scoring of the Primary Reading 
Profiles was done by the reading specialist ef the Ellensburg 
School System. The administration and scoring ef the Primary 
Reading Profiles is one of this person's regular respensi-
bilities. The administration and scoring was dene according 
to the directions provided by the test. 
Methods Used in Analyzing Data 
The raw data was entered on IBM cards and programmed 
for use en a 1620 computer. The .05 level of significance 
was established for the study. Significance was determined 
by the use of the£ test (Edwards, 1946, p. 330). The fol-
lowing computations were made for part sne of the study. 
1. The KolmsgQrov-Smirnev One-Sample Test (Siegel, 
1956) was used to determine if the Hebeler sample of 32 was 
representative af the Ellensburg population according to 
father occupation. 
2. Cerrelations were run between the Rutgers and the 
Frostig scores for the 32 subjects. 
3. Correlations were run between the Metropolitan 
total scores and the Frostig subtest scores and total raw 
scores for 32 subjects. 
4. Correlations were run between the Rutgers Drawing 
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Test and the Metropolitan Readiness Tests for 252 subjects. 
5. Sorting according to sex, t-tests were computed 
for 1J4 males and 118 females to determine if differences in 
their distributions of scores on the Rutgers and Metropolitan 
Tests were significant. 
The following computations were made for part two of 
the study. 
1. Correlations were run between the Metropolitan 
total scores and the Primary Reading Profiles and the Metro-
politan Number Sub-Tests Scores and the Primary Reading Pro-
files. 
2. A correlation was run between the Rutgers and the 
Primary Reading Profiles. 
CHAPTER III 
RESULTS 
Father oc cupations of the sample of 32 children given 
the Frostig test are shown by way of comparison with the 
Ellensburg population. Table 1 summarizes these results. 
The differences between the sample and the population were 
non-significant. The sample of 32 children was representa-
tive of the Ellensburg kindergarten population according to 
father occupation. 
Table 2 summarizes the comparison between the Rutgers 
Drawing Test and the Frostig Test. The results show a sub-
stantial relationship between the two tests in the total 
score comparison. Using the total score correlation, the 
shared variance was approximately .61. 
Correlations between the Metropolitan Readiness Tests 
total scores and the Frostig Raw Scores for the Sample of 
32 children are summarized in Table 3. Using the total 
score correlation, the shared variance was approximately 
• .5.5. 
Correlations between the Rutgers Drawing Test (RDT) 
and the Metropolitan Readiness Tests (MRT) are summarized 
in Table 4. 
Significant correlations were obtained for all the 
21 
TABLE 1 
FATHER OCCUPATION: COMPARISON OF SAMPLE OF 32 CHILDREN 
GIVEN THE FROSTIG TEST WITH THE ELLENSBURG 
KINDERGARTEN POPULATION 
Occupation 
Professional 
Farmers and farm 
managers 
Managers, officials 
and propriators, 
exc. farm 
Clerical and kindred 
Sales workers 
Craftsmen, foremen 
and kindred 
Operatives and kindred 
Private household 
workers 
Service workers 
Farm laborers and 
farm foremen 
Laborers, exc. farm 
and mine 
Occupations not 
reported 
Ellensburg 
Population 
No. 
6.5 
lJ 
1.5 
4 
8 
JO 
20 
0 
18 
1 
29 
17 
Cum. 
Freq. 
1.0000 
.64.51 
• .5765 
• .5.590 
• .5227 
.J861 
.29.50 
.29.50 
.2129 
.2089 
.0773 
No. 
1.5 
1 
2 
0 
0 
4 
0 
0 
J 
J 
3 
1 
Ellensburg 
Sample 
Cum. 
Freq. 
1.0000 
D* 
. .5310 . 1739 
• .5000 .14.51 
.4370 .139.5 
.4370 .1220 
.4370 .08.57 
.J121 .0740 
.3121 .0171 
.Jl21 .0171 
.218.5 .00.56 
• 12.50 • 0839 
• OJ14 • 04 .59 
* None of the values of Dare significant at .0.5 
TABLE 2 
INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE RUTGERS DRAWING TEST AND THE 
FROSTIG DEVELOPMENTAL TEST OF VISUAL PERCEPTION 
Rutgers (vs) 
Rutgers (vs) 
Rutgers (vs) 
Rutgers (vs) 
Rutgers (vs) 
Rutgers (vs) 
FOR J2 KINDERGARTEN CHILDREN 
Variable 
Eye-motor coordination 
Figure-ground 
Form consistency 
Position in space 
Spatial relations 
Raw score total 
Correlation Coefficient 
-737* 
.529* 
.780* 
.282 
.581* 
.784* 
* p <.Ol with JO df 
22 
TABLE J 
INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS 
TOTAL SCORE, THE FROSTIG SUBTEST SCORES, AND TOTAL 
RAW SCORE FOR 32 KINDERGARTEN CHILDREN 
Variable 
Eye-motor coordination 
Figure-ground 
Form consistency 
Position in space 
Spatial relations 
Total raw scores 
* p ( . 05 with JO df 
** p < . 01 with ,'.30 df 
Correlation Coefficient 
.630** 
.407* 
.719** 
.6J8** 
TABLE 4 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS AND 
THE RUTGERS DRAWING TEST FOR 252 KINDERGARTEN CHILDREN 
Variable Overall "r" Male "r" Female II r" 
Word Meaning .JOB* .Jl4* .304* 
Listening .241* .229* .261* 
Matching .453* .436* .4.58* 
Alphabet .400* .464* .J32* 
Numbers .464* .427* ._50J* 
Copying .597* .614* .585* 
Total Scores -599* .61J* ,584* 
* p <. 01 with 2.50 df 
23 
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total population and for the population separated according 
to sex. The shared variance was approximately .J6. The 
tests did not duplicate one another. 
Differenc es in means of the distributions of s c ores 
for male a nd female pupils were non-signifi c ant for the Rut-
gers and Metropolitan tests. The results for the Metropoli-
tan were consistent with a study done b y Prescott (1955). 
Table 5 summarizes the values obtained. 
TABLE 5 
VALUES OF t DETERMINED BETWEEN DISTRIBUTIONS OF SCORES FOR 
1J4 MALES AND 118 FEMALES ON THE METROPOLITAN READINESS 
TESTS AND THE RUTGERS DRAWING TEST 
Variables* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Word Meaning 1. 89 
Listening -.057 
Matching -1.81 
Alphabet -.950 
Numbers -.700 
Copying -1.00 
Total -.845 
Rutgers -1.40 
* None of the "t" values were significant at the .05 level 
Table 6 summarizes the second phase of the study. The 
correlations between: 1) The Primary Reading Profiles and 
25 
the Metropolitan Number sub-test; 2) The Primary Reading Pro-
files, and The Metropolitan Readiness Tests total score; and 
J) The Primary Reading Profiles and the Rutgers Drawing Test. 
TABLE 6 
INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE PRIMARY READING PROFILES 
AND THE METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST, AND THE PRIMARY 
READING PROFILES AND THE RUTGERS DRAWING TEST 
Variable 
1. Metropolitan Number sub-test 
2. Metropolitan Total Score 
J. Rutgers Drawing Score 
* p <.05 with 165 df 
Correlation Coefficient 
The difference between correlations two and three was 
found significant beyond the .01 level (McNemar, 1949, p. 24). 
CHAPTER IV 
DISCUSSION 
The first part of the study was to determine the rela-
tionships among the Metropolitan, Frostig and Rutgers tests. 
All correlations were found to be significant. However, the 
total score correlation of .599 between the Rutgers and Metro-
politan tests suggest a shared variance of approximately .J6. 
The tests do not duplicate one another, and the substitution 
of the Rutgers for the Metropolitan as a readiness test can-
not be recommended to Ellensburg on this basis alone. Further-
more, correlations with actual first grade achievement clear-
ly indicated the Metropolitan to be the better predictor of 
reading readiness. This was true both for the number sub-
test and total score comparisons. The results of the present 
study did not support the relatively high correlation Williams 
found between the Rutgers results and achievement scores of 
his study. Thus, the questions raised by his study were not 
supported in the Ellensburg population. 
Comparison of the means of Metropolitan and Rutgers 
scores, separated according to sex, show the obtained dif-
ferences as not significant. This finding lends the Rutgers 
to easy use in that this variable is apparently accounted for 
in the construction of the test, or in the equivalent nature 
27 
of the response by kindergarten age boys and girls. 
An investigation of the ages of the kindergarten child-
ren showed that they ranged from a low of 61 months to a high 
of 87 months. Since the Rutgers form A was normed on children 
from ages four through six, the writer became concerned with 
how the Rutgers scores might be distributed. The scores were 
tallied and visual inspection of the tally suggested normal 
distribution. A Kolmogorov-Smirnov one-sample test was used 
to test goodness of fit. At no point along the distribution 
did the scores depart significantly from that expected for 
the normal curve (.01 level). Form A of the Rutgers was 
sensitive to a normal range of responses. This recommends 
Form A for experimental use in Ellensburg's kindergarten per-
ceptual-motor training program. 
As demonstrated, the Rutgers is not a substitute for 
the Metropolitan in predicting reading achievement as defined 
b y the Primary Reading Profiles. However, the results of the 
study should not be interpreted as meaning that the Rutgers 
is not a useful test in its own right. Several interesting 
findings did emerge. The shared variance of .61 between the 
Rutgers and the Frostig appears to suggest the use of the 
Rutgers as a brief visual-perceptual test. The shared vari-
ance of .J6 with the Metropolitan supports, in part, the 
work of Leton (1963) whose factor analysis of the two tests 
suggested common factors of visual-motor capacity and verbal 
comprehension. The correlation between Rutgers and reading 
28 
achievement scores, while not as high as the Metropolitan, 
was nonetheless significant. A study of the distribution of 
Rutgers scores indicated that the test was sensitive to a 
normal range of responses. Thus, the Rutgers stands as a 
brief screening device of perception-motor development and 
reading readiness and is recommended for use as such by kin-
dergarten and elementary teachers in the Ellensburg schools. 
Specifically, the Rutgers requires only 10 to 15 min-
utes to administer to an entire class. Scoring time is ap-
proximately three to five minutes per test. This is con-
siderably less than the Metropolitan, which requires two to 
three sessions for a 60 minute administration, plus addition-
al time for scoring. Other advantages inherent in the Rut-
gers are: It is a teacher administered test. This offers 
the advantage of observation of individual children. The 
Rutgers does not lend itself to cheating. Every child has 
to replicate each figure himself. In brief, when one con-
siders these factors, the Rutgers remains a very viable in-
strument for use by the teacher. 
The total scores of the Metropolitan Test of Reading 
Readiness and the Primary Reading Profiles were also tallied. 
Both tallies showed them to be negatively skewed; the Primary 
Reading Profiles scores markedly so. The skewed distributions 
suggest: 1) that the tests are either too easy for the 
Ellensburg population, or 2) that the standards of adminis-
tration are not being followed closely enough by the test 
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administrator. Since the test administrator is known for her 
experience, the second reason assumes somewhat less import-
ance. It is more likely that Ellensburg, a smaller town with 
a relatively large college population, has a disproportionate 
number of professional and specialized technical persons than 
would be expected in the normal population. One could hypo-
thesize that such parents would tend to emphasize reading and 
school achievement. 
The fact that the distribution of scores were negative-
ly skewed for both the Metropolitan and Primary Reading Pro-
file should not discourage the use of these tests by the 
Ellensburg schools. The results of the study speak for them-
selves. However, if further research in reading achievement 
is considered at this level by the school district, it is 
suggested that level two rather than level one of the Primary 
Reading Profiles might give a better distribution of achieve-
ment scores. 
Recommendations 
Williams study was pursued over a two-year period. He 
sampled reading achievement at the end of the first year, 
at the end of the first 18 months, and finally at the end of 
two years. He discovered that the correlations between the 
Rutgers results and reading achievement tended to increase 
over that period of time. It may well be that Williams' re-
sults were merely an artifact of the small sample used. How-
ever, it can be hypothesized that reading achievement is not 
JO 
really stabilized over the brief period of one year. It is 
therefore recommended that the Ellensburg schools again sample 
reading achievement at the end of the second year. This way, 
Williams' results could be totally replicated using the larger 
population of the Ellensburg schools. 
Strong (1955) has shown that teacher ratings or pre-
dictions of achievement are more highly correlated with act-
ual achievement than is any other single predictor. It is 
recommended that future studies include teacher ratings and 
anecdotal statements as other predictors of reading achieve-
ment. The present investigator would recommend the Maturity 
level for school Entrance and Reading Readiness, (Banham, 
1959) which is an objective teacher rating in the form of a 
25 item checklist. Information obtained from such an instru-
ment along with test results , anecdotes, health records and 
biographical data would provide valuable information to 
teachers and administrators in the continued assessment of 
facto r s related to reading readiness and reading achievement. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was two -- fold: 1) to deter-
mine the relationships among the Rutgers Drawing Test, the 
Metropolitan Readiness and the Frostig Developmental Test of 
Visual Perception, and 2) to determine the relative effect-
iveness of each of these tests as predictors of reading achieve-
ment as measured by the Primary Reading Profiles. The prim-
ary concern was the investigation of the Rutgers Drawing Test 
31 
as a possible test of reading readiness. 
Part one of the study was completed using all kinder-
garten children in the Ellensburg Public Schools during the 
1967 school year. There were 252 children tested with the 
Rutgers and Metropolitan tests, and 32 with the Frostig. 
Time prevented the investigator from testing the entire pop-
ulation with the Frostig. The smaller sample of 32 was shown 
to be representative of the larger group. All tests were 
administered and scored according to standardized procedures. 
Significant correlations were obtained for each of 
the comparisons in part one of the study. The correlations 
between the total score of the Metropolitan Readiness Test 
and the Rutgers was .599. This indicated a shared variance 
of approximately .36. The tests clearly did not duplicate 
one another and the substitution of the Rutgers for the 
Metropolitan as a predictor of reading achievement could not 
be recommended on this basis alone. The Frostig and Rutgers 
total score comparison indicated a shared variance of approx-
imately .61. Thus the Frostig, which is called a test of 
visual-perception, has much in common with the Rutgers which 
is referred to as a test of motor-perception. 
No attempt was made to determine the effectiveness of 
the Frostig as a predictor of reading achievement. More than 
half of the original sample of 32 children administered 
the Frostig for part one of the study had left the community. 
The restricted number suggested that any correlation with 
J2 
achievement scores would be more an artifact of the small 
number than a reflection of the usefulness of the Frostig as 
a predictor of reading achievement. 
Correlations with actual achievement clearly indicated 
the Metropolitan to be a better predictor than the Rutgers. 
The Rutgers was not recommended as a substitute for the Metro-
politan as a reading readiness instrument. However, its con-
tinued use by the teacher as a brief test of motor-perception 
and reading readiness was supported by the results. 
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APPENDIX A 
AGES OF KINDERGARTEN CHILDREN ADMINISTERED THE METROPOLITAN 
READING READINESS, THE RUTGERS DRAWING TEST, AND 
THE FROSTIG TEST OF VISUAL PERCEPTION, MAY, 1968 
Age in Months Male Female Total S•mple 
61 1 0 1 
62 2 0 2 
6J 1 0 1 
64 1 1 2 
65 9 9 18 
66 J 6 9 
67 10 9 19 
68 11 8 19 
69 5 12 17 
70 J 2 5 
71 4 5 9 
72 16 9 25 
73 5 J 8 
74 10 14 24 
75 17 10 27 
76 7 14 21 
7? 5 4 9 
78 12 6 18 
79 4 4 8 
80 1 0 1 
81 1 0 1 
82 0 0 0 
BJ J 0 " _) 
84 1 1 2 
85 1 0 1 
86 1 0 1 
87 0 1 1 
Total 1J4 Total 118 Total 252 
Mean 72.5 Mean 71.9 Mean 72.2 
APPENDIX B 
Examiner 
NAME 
AGE 
SCHOOL 
APPENDIX B 
RUTGERS DRAWING TEST A 
DATE 
GRADE +o 
□ # X rt 
J9 
APPENDIX C 
I.D. CA 
No. Sex Mos. 1 
1 M 76 15 
2 F 71 14 
J F 69 11 
4 F 7J 12 
5 M 67 14 
6 F 77 11 
7 M 77 11 
8 F 74 11 
9 M 76 9 
10 M 7J 10 
11 M 76 9 
12 M 75 8 
lJ M 75 12 
14 F 69 9 
15 M 69 10 
16 F 77 8 
17 F 72 6 
18 M 70 4 
19 F 74 8 
20 M 72 9 
21 F 75 6 
22 F 69 9 
2J M 7.3 9 
24 F 72 6 
25 F 72 6 
26 M 75 9 
27 M 70 6 
28 M 76 2 
29 M 78 4 
.30 M 75 4 
.31 F 7J 2 
.32 F 75 12 
.33 M 76 1.3 
.34 M 71 1.3 
35 M 73 13 
J6 F 69 12 
J7 F 71 9 
J8 M BJ 11 
J9 M 71 lJ 
40 F 69 9 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Metropolitan Readiness 
2 .3 4 5 
11 7 16 19 
10 7 14 17 
11 9 15 15 
10 12 11 17 
11 8 14 16 
8 12 14 1.3 
11 12 1.3 12 
11 6 12 18 
8 11 11 12 
11 11 8 14 
11 7 8 1.3 
10 8 10 14 
10 9 4 1.3 
10 8 10 9 
11 .3 12 11 
10 9 6 10 
10 8 10 8 
9 7 9 12 
10 10 8 10 
8 4 9 9 
7 8 7 9 
8 5 9 11 
6 2 15 7 
8 8 6 7 
7 6 6 10 
6 0 9 9 
7 6 7 7 
7 6 .3 12 
7 .3 ".l 9 _, 
5 7 .3 8 
9 2 .3 7 
12 13 16 1.5 
11 11 15 15 
14 12 16 15 
10 11 12 16 
lJ 12 12 lJ 
10 10 16 17 
11 9 16 12 
12 6 1.3 11 
11 14 9 11 
41 
Test 
6 Total 
4 72 
8 70 
8 69 
7 69 
5 68 
9 67 
6 65 
5 6J 
10 61 
5 59 
4 52 
2 52 
4 52 
5 51 
4 51 
7 50 
7 49 
7 48 
2 48 
7 46 
9 46 
J 45 
5 44 
7 42 
4 .39 
4 37 
4 37 
4 .34 
6 .32 
4 .31 
5 28 
7 75 
5 70 
8 68 
5 67 
5 67 
4 66 
4 63 
6 61 
4 58 
I.D. CA 
No. Sex Mos. 1 
41 M 78 9 
42 F 68 9 
4J F 72 8 
44 M 71 9 
45 M 7.5 10 
46 F 71 8 
47 F 69 7 
48 M 70 11 
49 M 78 10 
50 F 71 10 
.51 M 74 7 
52 M 76 9 
53 M 78 7 
54 F 68 6 
55 M 73 8 
56 M 74 11 
.57 F 75 9 
58 F 74 7 
.59 F 74 9 
60 M 71 5 
61 M 68 9 
62 
63 M 72 lJ 
64 M 66 12 
65 
66 F 66 14 
67 M 68 12 
68 F 74 14 
69 F 76 11 
70 M 65 11 
71 M 78 11 
72 F 67 9 
73 M 68 14 
74 F 78 12 
75 M 65 11 
76 F 66 8 
77 M 66 9 
78 F 65 lJ 
79 F 74 12 
80 M 80 11 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Metropolitan Readiness 
2 J 4 5 
11 10 14 10 
10 12 7 14 
lJ 9 5 15 
12 11 8 8 
11 10 5 lJ 
7 8 14 11 
9 6 8 13 
5 12 11 8 
12 8 6 9 
12 6 9 9 
11 5 15 7 
9 8 8 10 
14 9 4 8 
9 8 6 7 
11 9 l 8 
11 4 1 8 
7 4 6 8 
8 9 4 6 
11 4 2 7 
7 6 J 5 
10 6 4 8 
lJ 12 14 18 
lJ 11 13 22 
12 11 15 15 
11 8 15 16 
12 12 12 17 
12 lJ 8 16 
8 10 14 11 
11 11 7 14 
11 8 16 12 
9 9 10 15 
12 14 6 11 
12 9 7 8 
13 6 13 11 
8 11 6 16 
12 4 10 15 
12 11 7 9 
11 8 6 10 
42 
Test 
6 Total 
4 58 
4 56 
6 .56 
6 54 
4 5J 
4 52 -
8 51 
3 50 
4 49 
3 49 
3 48 
4 48 
5 47 
7 43 
2 39 
4 39 
J 37 
J 37 
3 36 
2 28 
0 37 
9 79 
7 78 
6 73 
9 71 
4 71 
7 67 
9 63 
9 63 
5 61 
4 61 
6 61 
6 53 
4 55 
6 56 
5 59 
5 .56 
5 51 
I.D. CA 
No. Sex Mos. 1 
81 F 74 8 
82 M 81 12 
BJ M 86 9 
84 M 7.5 10 
8.5 F 87 .5 
86 F 75 7 
87 F 67 9 
88 M 67 6 
89 F 74 7 
90 
91 M 67 10 
92 F 67 10 
93 F 69 8 
94 M 79 10 
95 F 76 9 
96 M 77 13 
97 F 72 5 
98 M 65 13 
99 M 78 12 
100 M 67 10 
101 F 78 11 
102 F 84 6 
l0J F 66 8 
104 M 74 7 
10.5 M 72 7 
106 M 69 .5 
107 F 66 10 
108 F 76 9 
109 F 76 3 
110 F 67 8 
111 M 72 7 
112 M 72 8 
11.'.3 M 68 8 
114 F 69 9 
11.5 F 76 11 
116 M 79 3 
117 M 67 5 
118 M 69 8 
119 M 6.5 .5 
120 M 78 10 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Metropolitan Readiness 
2 J 4 .5 
7 10 9 9 
9 10 2 9 
8 7 16 11 
10 4 4 10 
11 8 0 10 
10 4 2 7 
10 0 2 10 
9 5 11 9 
9 6 11 11 
10 6 8 11 
9 8 4 11 
12 12 16 21 
9 11 13 18 
12 lJ 14 12 
11 13 10 lJ 
8 12 16 17 
12 lJ 6 16 
12 12 13 12 
13 12 11 16 
10 11 14 14 
12 11 6 15 
10 lJ 1.5 10 
11 10 8 13 
14 10 8 8 
7 10 12 14 
8 8 5 11 
8 8 4 12 
10 9 9 10 
.5 .5 13 8 
10 10 10 6 
11 9 8 8 
8 .5 8 11 
12 9 6 6 
10 4 4 10 
9 7 3 .5 
7 J .5 9 
10 9 .5 9 
9 4 6 10 
lJ 10 11 11 
4J 
Test 
6 Total 
8 .51 
10 .52 
.5 .56 
3 41 
.5 39 
5 35 
4 35 
4 44 
4 48 
2 47 
6 48 
5 74 
8 69 
8 68 
7 67 
7 65 
8 68 
4 65 
J 65 
4 64 
7 57 
5 61 
8 .57 
.5 .52 
2 .50 
6 48 
7 48 
4 4 .5 
6 4.5 
.5 48 
.5 49 
.5 4.5 
3 4.5 
2 41 
8 J.5 
.5 J4 
1 42 
8 42 
8 6J 
I.D. CA No. Sex Mos. 1 
121 M 72 6 
122 F 65 5 
123 M 77 13 
124 M 76 16 
125 F 67 13 
126 M 68 13 
127 F 65 lJ 
128 M 75 10 
129 F 77 14 
lJ0 F 75 9 
131 M 78 13 
132 F 68 8 
lJJ F 68 10 
134 F 79 12 
13.5 M 72 10 
136 F 67 13 
1.37 F 76 10 
138 M 74 8 
139 F 67 7 
140 M 67 12 
141 M 69 10 
142 F 6.5 7 
14J M 74 10 
144 M 67 11 
14.5 F 6.5 8 
146 F 69 10 
147 F 74 7 
148 M 67 7 
149 M 69 7 
150 F 6.5 .5 
1.51 M 68 7 
1.52 M 66 16 
153 M 68 lJ 
154 F 77 ll 
155 M 77 14 
1.56 F 6,5 8 
1.57 M 77 11 
1.58 M 78 ll 
1.59 F 76 10 
160 F 76 11 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Metropolitan Readiness 
2 3 4 5 
8 10 6 13 
2 7 7 9 
13 11 15 19 
12 12 12 18 
11 13 16 12 
11 9 12 14 
10 12 11 13 
11 12 15 13 
10 8 12 15 
14 12 2 20 
11 9 8 16 
12 9 16 14 
10 11 1.5 11 
9 8 12 14 
11 10 12 1.5 
11 11 9 12 
9 9 7 14 
8 .5 14 11 
11 8 11 10 
lJ 7 4 11 
4 10 7 7 
9 10 7 .5 
10 5 2 14 
6 8 7 8 
8 3 10 7 
10 3 3 9 
4 11 3 10 
ll 1 4 12 
8 1 7 6 
9 J 4 6 
7 4 2 7 
12 9 16 14 
9 6 14 19 
11 12 14 12 
15 11 10 lJ 
12 l.5 9 16 
10 10 15 15 
11 7 13 14 
lJ 9 14 14 
ll 9 l.5 14 
44 
Test 
6 Total 
6 49 
2 32 
7 78 
4 74 
6 71 
10 69 
10 69 
7 68 
7 66 
8 65 
8 65 
5 64 
7 64 
9 64 
6 64 
6 62 
4 .53 
6 .52 
4 .51 
2 49 
9 47 
.5 43 
1 42 
2 42 
.5 41 
5 40 
.5 40 
2 37 
3 .32 
2 29 
1 28 
6 7.3 
8 69 
9 69 
6 69 
8 68 
6 67 
10 66 
6 66 
6 66 
I.D. CA 
No. Sex Mos. 1 
161 F 69 10 
162 M 75 12 
16J F 76 8 
164 M 68 10 
165 M 74 9 
166 
167 F 68 7 
168 M 72 10 
169 F 75 11 
170 M 75 9 
171 M 75 10 
172 M 68 10 
17J F 74 10 
174 M 74 8 
175 F 74 8 
176 F 66 9 
177 M BJ 8 
178 M 64 5 
179 F 79 10 
180 M 65 14 
181 F 72 6 
182 M 75 12 
18J F 78 lJ 
184 F 78 9 
185 M 72 11 
186 M 72 8 
187 F 67 9 
188 F 75 11 
189 F 72 11 
190 F 76 9 
191 M 85 6 
192 M 61 10 
19J M 65 8 
194 M 72 9 
195 F 68 10 
196 M 75 11 
197 F 74 7 
198 F 65 5 
199 F 72 6 
200 F 78 9 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Metropolitan Readiness 
2 J 4 5 
8 12 lJ 16 
8 10 14 16 
11 10 15 14 
6 lJ 9 14 
8 10 lJ lJ 
11 11 9 lJ 
9 10 9 11 
11 11 4 14 
11 J 15 11 
9 7 9 lJ 
10 9 6 lJ 
11 5 4 14 
12 8 10 11 
8 10 10 11 
9 0 8 9 
10 J 2 6 
7 5 J 5 
15 14 16 22 
16 11 14 17 
10 11 16 14 
14 9 11 12 
10 11 12 14 
11 12 10 15 
12 8 12 11 
14 11 11 9 
12 8 10 15 
10 8 11 lJ 
8 7 15 12 
7 11 9 lJ 
10 10 14 10 
12 7 4 15 
8 7 11 lJ 
9 .5 7 14 
8 11 7 9 
11 8 7 7 
10 6 8 11 
12 7 2 lJ 
12 7 10 8 
11 6 J 10 
45 
Test 
6 Total 
6 65 
4 64 
4 62 
9 61 
7 60 
6 57 
7 56 
4 55 
6 55 
4 52 
4 .52 
7 .51 
1 50 
J .50 
J JB 
J J2 
0 JO 
7 84 
8 80 
8 65 
7 65 
5 6.5 
J 60 
6 60 
6 .59 
5 59 
6 59 
5 58 
8 57 
6 .56 
4 52 
4 .51 
6 50 
4 49 
5 49 
7 49 
6 45 
0 4J 
J 42 
I.D. CA 
No. Sex Mos. 1 
201 F 76 8 
202 M 6.5 8 
20J M 7.5 9 
204 M 7.5 9 
20.5 M 62 11 
206 M 62 6 
207 F 79 12 
208 M 79 11 
209 F 76 11 
210 M 72 12 
211 F 6.5 11 
212 F 78 10 
21.'.3 F 7.5 7 
214 M 6J 10 
215 M 67 9 
216 M 72 lJ 
217 M 7.5 9 
218 F 69 lJ 
219 F 66 8 
220 M 68 lJ 
221 M 7.5 lJ 
222 F 70 8 
22J F 69 12 
224 M 72 .'.3 
22.5 F 67 5 
226 M 74 9 
227 M 6.5 6 
228 M 68 9 
229 M 6.5 12 
2.'.30 M 67 7 
2.'.31 F 68 6 
232 F 64 4 
2.JJ M 75 7 
2.'.34 M 74 2 
23.5 F 7.5 16 
2J6 F 76 14 
2.'.37 F 75 12 
2J8 M 79 12 
2J9 M BJ 12 
240 M 73 11 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Metropolitan 
2 J 4 
11 5 4 
10 10 4 
6 10 J 
4 .5 6 
11 4 J 
7 6 0 
12 10 16 
12 10 14 
8 10 11 
9 10 11 
11 12 7 
10 9 lJ 
11 lJ 6 
9 10 8 
9 10 lJ 
8 10 7 
11 11 7 
12 7 11 
12 12 8 
10 8 6 
7 2 12 
6 7 12 
8 8 J 
12 12 4 
11 12 .5 
11 .'.3 6 
lJ 10 J 
5 2 8 
11 1 4 
7 0 lJ 
6 2 J 
8 .5 2 
11 1 .'.3 
5 4 J 
10 12 16 
12 12 14 
10 12 14 
14 10 16 
11 9 1.5 
12 12 11 
46 
Readiness Test 
5 6 Total 
11 J 42 
5 4 41 
8 J 39 
12 12 J8 
7 1 J7 
7 4 JO 
18 6 74 
18 6 71 
18 7 6.5 
1.5 .5 62 
11 10 62 
12 7 61 
16 7 60 
19 .'.3 .59 
14 J .58 
9 11 .58 
1.5 4 .57 
10 4 .57 
7 8 .5.5 
10 6 .5J 
12 7 .5J 
11 J 47 
12 .'.3 46 
12 2 4.5 
8 4 4.5 
11 J 4J 
.5 4 41 
11 5 40 
9 J 40 
8 4 .'.39 
9 6 J2 
6 2 27 
J 1 26 
7 0 21 
19 6 79 
17 9 78 
22 8 78 
20 .5 77 
20 7 74 
18 9 7.'.3 
I.D. CA 
No. Sex Mos. l 
241 F 71 9 
242 F 74 12 
24J M 78 11 
244 M 74 lJ 
24.5 F 74 9 
246 F 79 9 
247 M 78 11 
248 M 72 10 
249 M 78 12 
250 M 84 10 
251 F 73 2 
252 F 76 7 
253 F 70 4 
254 F 68 7 
255 F 72 6 
256 M 72 10 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Metropolitan Readiness 
2 J 4 .5 
12 12 16 18 
11 9 1.5 20 
lJ lJ 10 21 
10 6 lJ 21 
11 6 lJ 19 
12 10 1.5 11 
12 7 12 16 
13 7 9 14 
11 9 7 1.5 
10 7 13 9 
10 12 5 16 
10 4 12 10 
8 0 8 J 
8 1 11 12 
10 6 9 10 
9 4 6 11 
Test 
6 Total 
.5 72 
4 71 
2 70 
7 70 
10 68 
7 64 
6 64 
8 61 
4 .58 
7 56 
7 52 
5 48 
l 24 
1 40 
3 44 
3 4J 
Rutgers Drawing 
I.D. Test Form A 
No. Raw Score 
1 10 
2 17 
J 2J 
4 17 
5 15 
6 24 
7 16 
8 15 
9 20 
10 10 
11 14 
12 12 
lJ 15 
14 11 
15 15 
16 17 
17 12 
18 17 
19 9 
20 18 
21 20 
22 14 
2J 17 
24 12 
25 lJ 
26 10 
27 11 
28 lJ 
29 14 
JO 12 
Jl 9 
J2 17 
JJ 18 
J4 19 
35 15 
J6 18 
.37 11 
J8 20 
.39 17 
40 lJ 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Primary Reading 
Profiles Level 1 
Raw Score 
110 
112 
111 
116 
107 
111 
109 
112 
94 
95 
85 
64 
82 
69 
56 
75 
BJ 
88 
60 
97 
112 
BJ 
78 
61 
JO 
6J 
4J 
54 
110 
lOJ 
114 
112 
llJ 
112 
llJ 
llJ 
lOJ 
48 
Father 
Occupation 
College Prof. 
Lineman 
Rancher 
College Prof. 
Systems Anal. 
Dep. Sheriff 
Vice Principal 
Teacher 
Carpenter 
School Prin. 
Truck Driver 
Laborer 
Construction 
Highway Dept. 
Banker 
Salesman 
Contractor 
Coll. Bk. St. 
Postman 
Logger 
Laborer 
Engineer 
Surveyor 
Auto Mech. 
Meter Reader 
Boise Cascade 
Service Sta. 
General Mgr. 
Patrolman 
Unknown 
Unknown 
Construction 
Patrolman 
Carpenter 
Ins. Salesman 
Veterinarian 
Forester 
Postman 
Motel Owner 
College Prof. 
Rutgers Drawing 
I.D. Test Form A 
No. Raw Score 
41 17 
42 21 
43 24 
44 15 
45 17 
46 10 
47 16 
48 16 
49 9 
50 9 
51 16 
52 10 
53 11 
54 21 
55 12 
56 11 
57 15 
58 9 
59 10 
60 10 
61 4 
62 
63 25 
64 19 
65 
66 19 
67 20 
68 22 
69 22 
70 22 
71 17 
72 18 
73 16 
74 24 
75 15 
76 lJ 
77 19 
78 20 
79 20 
80 19 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Primary Reading 
Profiles Level 1 
Raw Score 
112 
64 
103 
40 
73 
104 
51 
90 
68 
77 
112 
91 
51 
45 
29 
63 
56 
52 
44 
110 
114 
112 
114 
112 
93 
81 
114 
102 
109 
108 
70 
49 
Father 
Occupation 
Teacher 
Op. Jan. Serv. 
Patrolman 
Forest Service 
Civil Service 
Ranch Foreman 
Albertson's 
Trucker 
Construction 
Veterinarian 
Teacher 
Farmer 
Lineman 
Student 
Mechanic 
Beef' Boner 
Truck Driver 
Farm Hand 
Rancher 
Laundry Wkr. 
Farm Hand 
Teacher 
Contractor 
c.w.s.c. 
Texaco Distrib. 
Credit Bureau 
Teacher 
Student 
Salesman 
Teacher 
Teacher 
Engr•s. Aide 
Student 
Barber 
Carpenter 
Unknown 
Unknown 
Tire Company 
I.D. 
No. 
81 
82 
BJ 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
Rutgers Drawing 
Test Form A 
Raw Score 
21 
21 
16 
14 
11 
13 
18 
11 
23 
10 
11 
19 
21 
14 
20 
22 
20 
14 
15 
13 
23 
22 
16 
20 
19 
24 
18 
10 
18 
9 
16 
15 
19 
15 
17 
13 
15 
20 
18 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Primary Reading 
Profiles Level 1 
Raw Score 
81 
53 
24 
57 
84 
57 
86 
110 
73 
84 
114 
80 
lOJ 
llJ 
50 
47 
71 
70 
98 
101 
44 
54 
64 
Father 
Occupation 
Psychologist 
Phys. & Surg. 
Builder 
Unknown 
Service Sta. 
Groundsman 
Mechanic 
Farmer 
Appraisor 
50 
Farmer 
Teacher 
Student 
Student 
Self-Employed 
Dentist 
St. Vin. dePaul 
Telephone Co. 
Meat Cutter 
Elec. Tech. 
Sales & Service 
Tr. Dr.-Rancher 
Janitor 
Mid-State Coop. 
Sup. Meat Pack. 
Painter 
Driver 
Teacher 
Unknown 
Student 
Groundsman 
Farmer 
Farm Worker 
Lagger 
Army 
Laborer 
Butcher 
Unknown 
Farmer 
City Manager 
Rutgers Drawing 
I.D. Test Form A 
No. Raw Score 
121 19 
122 5 
12J 19 
124 16 
125 17 
126 17 
127 15 
128 20 
129 lJ 
lJO 19 
lJl 18 
1J2 22 
lJJ 22 
1J4 21 
1J5 lJ 
1J6 19 
1J7 18 
1J8 16 
1J9 10 
140 lJ 
141 27 
142 14 
14J 10 
144 12 
145 5 
146 9 
147 lJ 
148 9 
149 11 
150 6 
151 12 
152 16 
153 2J 
154 25 
155 19 
156 18 
157 24 
158 24 
159 14 
160 15 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Primary Reading 
Profiles Level 1 
Raw Score 
62 
57 
111 
108 
116 
110 
114 
112 
74 
108 
114 
87 
90 
106 
6J 
108 
56 
102 
72 
44 
101 
70 
111 
25 
47 
116 
114 
110 
112 
114 
112 
51 
Father 
Occupation 
Op. Eng. Foreman 
Trucker 
Mechanic 
Farmer 
Teacher 
Maint. Mech. 
Highway Dept. 
Attorney 
Baker 
USAF Officer 
Teacher 
Civil Engineer 
Teacher 
Minister 
Trucker 
College Prof. 
Trucker 
Trucker 
Farmer 
Shop Foreman 
Teacher 
Student 
Unknown 
Busby Inc. 
Administrator 
Fieldman 
Hay Dealer 
Miller 
Mgr. Cent. Pts. 
Unknown 
Tire Sales-Serv. 
School Prin. 
Engineer Tech. 
student 
Truck Driver 
Lineman 
Cable Splicer 
Police Chief 
Office Mgment. 
Pharmacist 
I.D. 
No. 
161 
162 
l6J 
164 
165 
166 
167 
168 
169 
170 
171 
172 
l7J 
174 
175 
176 
177 
178 
179 
180 
181 
182 
l8J 
184 
185 
186 
187 
188 
189 
190 
191 
192 
l9J 
194 
195 
196 
197 
198 
199 
200 
Rutgers Drawing 
Test Form A 
Raw Score 
22 
14 
19 
12 
14 
14 
20 
7 
19 
16 
15 
20 
lJ 
ll 
12 
10 
6 
24 
15 
21 
21 
ll 
21 
lJ 
15 
10 
18 
18 
14 
18 
lJ 
lJ 
18 
14 
15 
14 
15 
6 
10 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Primary Reading 
Profiles Levell Father 
Raw Score Occupation 
52 
School Prin. 
Darigold Dairy 
lOJ Barber 
Machinist 
Unknown 
112 Rancher 
105 Plumber 
Telephone Co. 
Attorney 
93 Unknown 
111 Clerk 
45 City of Ellens. 
Unknown 
Const. Supt. 
65 Patrolman 
Tireman 
Serv. Sta. Op. 
Policeman 
114 Administrator 
Oper. Engr. 
Student 
111 Lineman 
115 Heavy Equip. Op. 
82 Farmer 
89 Darigold 
114 Patrolman 
115 College Prof. 
Unknown 
Unknown 
Dairyman 
70 Farmer 
98 College Prof. 
48 Patrolman 
111 Broadfront 
Lab. Tech. 
107 Policeman 
45 Student 
66 Livestock Co. 
55 Custodian 
Rutgers Drawing 
I.D. Test Form A 
No. Raw Score 
201 10 
202 16 
203 8 
204 8 
205 6 
206 9 
207 lJ 
208 8 
209 20 
210 11 
211 23 
212 16 
213 22 
214 18 
215 12 
216 21 
217 17 
218 9 
219 15 
220 15 
221 9 
222 11 
223 14 
224 10 
225 10 
226 8 
227 1.5 
228 12 
229 10 
2JO 13 
2Jl 13 
2J2 6 
233 4 
2J4 2 
23.5 2J 
236 20 
2J7 19 
2J8 26 
2J9 1.5 
240 22 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Primary Reading 
Profiles Level 1 
Raw Score 
83 
81 
61 
116 
73 
101 
45 
108 
114 
110 
73 
110 
107 
102 
77 
105 
71 
32 
94 
84 
23 
49 
39 
53 
Father 
Occupation 
Unknown 
Minister 
Mechanic 
Truck Driver 
Fireman 
Rl. Es.-Life In. 
Meat Packer 
Mechanic 
Mgr. Std. Oil. 
Teacher 
c.w.s.c. 
Ins. Salesman 
Unknown 
Student 
Truck Driver 
Own.-Auto Shop 
Studm t 
Student 
Truck Driver 
Heavy Const. 
Truck Driver 
Student 
Communications 
Lineman 
Truck Driver 
Project Engr. 
Truck Driver 
T.V.Repairman 
Mail Carrier 
Student 
Electrician 
Store Clerk 
Dry Cleaners 
Unknown 
P.E.Doctorate 
College Prof. 
College Prof. 
Instructor 
College Prof. 
Coll. Prof.-CPA 
I.D. 
No. 
241 
242 
243 
244 
245 
246 
247 
248 
249 
250 
251 
252 
253 
254 
255 
256 
Rutgers Drawing 
Test Form A 
Raw Score 
2J 
17 
18 
23 
23 
22 
21 
17 
15 
15 
23 
20 
9 
11 
12 
13 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Primary Reading 
Profiles Level 1 
Raw Score 
Father 
Occupation 
54 
College Prof. 
Highway Engr. 
Fed. Civ. Serv. 
Unknown 
College Prof. 
School Teacher 
Machine Oper. 
Butcher 
Teacher-P.E. 
Grad. Student 
College Prof. 
Food Ins. USDA 
Co. Bridge Crew 
CWSC S~fety Dir. 
Radio-TV Repair 
Coll. Swim Ins. 
APPENDIX C 
RAW DATA 
Frostig Developmental Test of Visual 
Raw Scores - Subtests 
I.D. No. I II III IV 
34 14 18 11 8 
37 13 11 7 7 
40 14 14 .5 8 
43 14 19 11 6 
46 6 2 4 .5 
49 12 13 1 8 
.52 10 12 7 6 
.58 8 19 2 .5 
60 9 17 4 .5 
61 8 14 4 6 
23.5 17 19 12 8 
236 15 14 8 7 
237 17 13 11 6 
238 13 16 14 5 
239 lJ 18 10 8 
240 16 18 9 7 
241 18 18 11 8 
242 lJ 19 9 8 
243 20 18 8 7 
244 16 19 13 8 
245 20 20 12 7 
246 18 17 9 6 
247 14 13 .5 7 
248 16 17 5 5 
249 17 17 4 7 
250 16 19 7 7 
251 15 16 9 6 
2.52 20 19 5 4 
253 10 10 6 4 
2.54 11 J 1 4 
2.55 11 10 6 5 
2.56 10 6 5 5 
5.5 
Perception 
V Total 
6 57 
6 44 
6 47 
.5 .5.5 
4 21 
.5 39 
4 39 
4 38 
4 39 
4 36 
6 62 
6 50 
6 53 
6 54 
6 55 
6 56 
5 60 
5 54 
5 58 
5 61 
6 65 
5 55 
6 45 
J 46 
.5 .50 
5 54 
6 52 
6 54 
1 31 
1 20 
3 35 
4 JO 
